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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
 
STATE OF IDAHO,   ) 
     ) NO. 43732 
 Plaintiff-Respondent, )  
     ) ADA COUNTY NO. CR 2015-10896 
v.     ) 
     ) 
PETER ALAN CORBRIDGE, ) APPELLANT'S BRIEF 
     ) 




STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
 
 
Nature of the Case 
  
 Pursuant to a plea agreement, Peter Alan Corbridge pleaded guilty to one count 
of rape.  The district court imposed a sentence of 30 years, with 5 years fixed.  On 
appeal, Mr. Corbridge argues that the district court abused its discretion when it 
imposed the sentence.  
 
Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings 
 In June of 2015, Michelle Olson contacted the Boise Police Department to report 
that she had been raped.  (Presentence Report (hereinafter, PSI), p.2.)  Ms. Olson told 
the police that she had met Mr. Corbridge at a bank on Fairview Avenue, and they 
2 
walked to the Cloverdale cemetery “to hang out.”  (PSI, p.3.)  She said that 
Mr. Corbridge started to kiss her and would not stop when she told him to.  (PSI, p.3.)  
She said he then took off her clothes, forcefully penetrated her, and ejaculated inside 
her vagina.  (PSI, p.3.)  Ms. Olson said that Mr. Corbridge then told her to get dressed 
but soon took off her clothes again and had sex with her a second time.  (PSI, p.3.)  She 
said that she did not immediately contact the police because Mr. Corbridge threatened 
to kill her if she told anyone about the incident.  (PSI, p.3.)  When contacted by the 
police, Mr. Corbridge said the sex was consensual, and he did not threaten Ms. Olson.  
(PSI, p.3.)  He later admitted that he did force Ms. Olson to have sex with him.  (PSI, 
p.3.) 
 Mr. Corbridge was originally charged, by indictment, with two counts of rape.  
(R., pp.13-14.)  Pursuant to a plea agreement, he pleaded guilty to one count of rape.  
(Tr., p.7, Ls.7-9, p.17, Ls.17-21.)  In exchange, the State agreed to recommend an 
underlying sentence of 20 years, with 5 years fixed.  (Tr., p.7, Ls.9-12.)  The State also 
agreed that if Mr. Corbridge’s evaluation indicated that he was amenable to treatment, it 
would recommend that the district court retain jurisdiction.   (Tr., p.7, Ls.12-17.) 
 At the sentencing hearing, the State recommended that the district court retain 
jurisdiction — with an underlying sentence of 20 years, with 5 years fixed — because 
the psychosexual evaluation indicated that Mr. Corbridge was amenable to treatment.  
(Tr., p.25, Ls.4-23; PSI, p.67.)  Mr. Corbridge’s counsel requested that the district court 
follow the State’s recommendation.  (Tr., p.27, L.2 – p.31, L.20.)  Nevertheless, the 
district court imposed a sentence of 30 years, with five years fixed.  (R., pp.34-35.)  
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Mr. Corbridge filed a Notice of Appeal that was timely from the district court’s judgment 
of conviction.  (R., pp.37-38.) 
 
ISSUE 
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed a sentence of 30 years, with 5 
years fixed, following Mr. Corbridge’s plea of guilty to one count of rape? 
 
ARGUMENT 
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Imposed A Sentence Of 30 Years, With 
5 Years Fixed, Following Mr. Corbridge’s Plea Of Guilty To One Count Of Rape 
 
Based on the facts of this case, Mr. Corbridge’s sentence of 30 years, with 5 
years fixed, is excessive because it is not necessary to achieve the goals of sentencing.  
When there is a claim that the sentencing court imposed an excessive sentence, the 
appellate court will conduct an independent examination of the record giving 
consideration to the nature of the offense, the character of the offender, and the 
protection of the public interest.  See State v. Reinke, 103 Idaho 771 (Ct. App. 1982). 
Independent appellate sentencing examinations are based on an abuse of 
discretion standard.  State v. Burdett, 134 Idaho 271, 276 (Ct. App. 2000).  When a 
sentence is unreasonable based on the facts of the case, it is an abuse of discretion.  
State v. Nice, 103 Idaho 89, 90 (1982).  Unless it appears that confinement was 
necessary “to accomplish the primary objective of protecting society and to achieve any 
or all of the related goals of deterrence, rehabilitation or retribution applicable to a given 
case,” a sentence is unreasonable.  State v. Toohill, 103 Idaho 565, 568 (Ct. App. 
1982).  Accordingly, if the sentence is excessive, “under any reasonable view of the 
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facts,” because it is not necessary to achieve these goals, it is unreasonable and 
therefore an abuse of discretion. Id. 
There are several mitigating factors that illustrate why Mr. Corbridge’s sentence 
is excessive under any reasonable view of the facts.  Notably, the State referenced the 
majority of these factors at the sentencing hearing and obviously believed that, despite 
his prior record, Mr. Corbridge’s background and behavior since his arrest supported a 
period of retained jurisdiction.  (See Tr., p.22, L.17 – p.26, L.9.)  The State 
acknowledged that Mr. Corbridge had a “terrible childhood,” and pointed out that his 
mother tried to suffocate him when he was only five months old.  (Tr., p.23, Ls.1-4; PSI, 
p.7.)  The State also noted that he was moved around a great deal as a child, he was 
mistreated and sexually abused, and he lacked guidance and support as a child.  
(Tr., p.23, L.5 – p.24, L.1.)   
Mr. Corbridge was born one month premature and, because his mother had 
taken anti-seizure medications during the pregnancy, Mr. Corbridge was born with some 
of those chemicals in his system.  (PSI, p.7.)  Shortly thereafter, Mr. Corbridge’s mother 
gave him up to his grandparents and later passed away.  (PSI, p.7.)  The PSI also 
revealed that Mr. Corbridge was sexually abused by the teenage stepson of his uncle 
when he was only one or two years old.  (PSI, p.8.)      
The State also pointed out that Mr. Corbridge had accepted responsibility for this 
offense and noted that its offer was based in part on giving Mr. Corbridge credit for not 
forcing the victim to go through a trial.  (Tr., p.22, Ls.17-23.)  The State also said that 
Mr. Corbridge had admitted to his prior offenses, acknowledged that he needed 
counseling, and had no substance abuse issues.  (Tr., p.24, Ls.5-13.)  It also noted that 
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Mr. Corbridge was amenable to sex offender treatment and in need of mental health 
treatment.  (Tr., p.25, Ls.4-12.)  Finally, the State said that the treatment Mr. Corbridge 
had received as a juvenile had been “rather sporadic” and, “given his young age, we 
might be able to do a period of retained jurisdiction and see if he is able to then get the 
treatment he needs in the community.”  (Tr., p.25, Ls.16-20.)  Mr. Corbridge was 21 
years old when he was sentenced.  (Tr., p.29, L.2; PSI, p.1.) 
Mr. Corbridge’s counsel largely agreed with the State’s conclusions.  (Tr., p.27, 
L.2 – p.31, L.20.)  Specifically, his counsel said that Mr. Corbridge had not had 
“sufficient treatment to address the issues that he needed to address.”  (Tr., p.27, Ls.18-
20.)  He also pointed out that Mr. Corbridge, unlike some people who had engaged in 
treatment previously, had a good attitude about future treatment and appeared “to tell 
anybody who is willing to listen that he wants programming and help because he knows 
that he can’t keep doing these things to people.”  (Tr., p.31, Ls.1-12.) 
Mr. Corbridge’s comments to the district court also reflected his desire to change 
and his remorse over his behavior.  He said that he understood that what he did was 
“wrong” and “horrible” and said, “I just want to get better.  I don’t want to live this life 
anymore.”  (Tr., p.31, L.23 – p.32, L.3.)  He also said that he understood that he had 
hurt the victim.  (Tr., p.32, L.3.)  Finally, he said, “I just want to get help and do better in 
my life . . . so I can be [a] normal citizen of society.  (Tr., p.32, Ls.8-9.) 
A defendant’s acceptance of responsibility and demonstrations of remorse are 
long-recognized mitigating factors.  State v. Shideler, 103 Idaho 593, 594 (1982); 
State v. Alberts, 121 Idaho 204, 209 (Ct. App. 1991).  An abusive childhood, mental 
health issues, and amenability to sex offender treatment are also considered as 
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mitigating information.  State v. Walker, 129 Idaho 409, 410 (Ct. App. 1996); State v. 
Odiaga, 125 Idaho 384, 391 (1994); State v. Jackson, 130 Idaho 293, 295-96 (1997).  
Similarly, a defendant’s youth is a recognized mitigating factor.  State v. Caudill, 109 
Idaho 222, 224 (1985). 
In light of all the mitigating information in this case, Mr. Corbridge asserts that his 
sentence was excessive because it was not necessary to accomplish the goals of 
sentencing outlined in Toohill.  Indeed, society would be protected if Mr. Corbridge was 
allowed to prove himself in a retained jurisdiction program because if he failed to show 
improvement, he would obviously have to serve his underlying sentence.  A retained 
jurisdiction program with a significant underlying sentence would also serve as a strong 
deterrent and ensure that there was significant retribution for this offense.  Most 
importantly, however, it would give Mr. Corbridge an opportunity to engage in 
consistent, long-term treatment.  Given his difficult background, he deserves an 
opportunity to prove that he can become a productive member of society.  Based on the 
facts of this case, the district court’s extended sentence was unnecessary and was 
therefore unreasonable and an abuse of discretion. 
       
CONCLUSION 
 
Mr. Corbridge respectfully requests that this Court reduce his sentence as it 
deems appropriate.  Alternatively, he requests that his case be remanded to the district 
court for a new sentencing hearing. 
 DATED this 2nd day of June, 2016. 
      _________/s/________________ 
      REED P. ANDERSON 
      Deputy State Appellate Public Defender 
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